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despite the appearance of May 
2006 documents in the January-February 2006 
issue, We're just still delayed in production by 
serious eyesight difficulties. Thanks be to God, 
there has been some improvement, but extended 
screen (and thus text preparation and layout) work 
is still very “challenging” (as we're supposed to 
say these days). 


Itis quite unusual for such documents to occupy 
such a large place in Living Orthodoxy, but these 
are indeed unusual circumstances and times. We 
encourage all our readers, Orthodox or not, 
ROCOR or not, to take them seriously, as they 
address profound issues of the Christian Faith and 
Church. It is not to be supposed, however, that 
this represents some new editorial turn — it is 
likely to be many years before anything 
comparable occurs again. 


We will not be punished or condemned in the age 
to come because we have sinned, since we were 
given a mutable and unstable nature. But we will 
be punished if, after sinning, we did not repentand 
turn from our evil ways to the Lord; for we have 
been given the power to repent, as well as the time 
in which to do so. Only through repentance shall 
‘we receive God's mercy, and not its opposite, His 
passionate anger. Not that God is angry with us: 
Heis angry with evil. Indeed, the Divine is beyond 
passion and vengefulness, though we speak of itas 
reflecting, like a mirror, our actions and disposi- 
tions, giving to each of us whatever we deserve. 


— St. Theognostus 
(cight ceneury) 
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ST. GEORGE CHOZEVITES 
WHOM THE CHURCH CELEBRATES ON JANUARY 8 


Our holy father George the Chozevite was born 
inavillage on Cyprus. His parents lived piously, and 
their wealth was moderate. He also had an elder 
brother named Heracleides who, while his parents 
were still alive, ventured to the Holy City of Jerusa- 
lem to worship ar the holy places. After his arival at 
the Jordan River, he visited and worshipped at the 
shrines at the Monastery of Kalamon; and there he 
became a monk. Meanwhile, the worthy George 
remained alone with his parents, and was reared in 
every form of piety and respect. 

Norlongafterwards, his parents passed away and 
theyouth was|efean orphan. His uncle took him in, 
along with the possessions that he inherited; and as 
he had an only daughter, he planned to have them 
marry. The youth, however, abhorred secular things 
and did not wish to be married, so he fled to another 
uncle, who was the abbot ofa monastery, desiring to 
live a monastic life, as did his brother Heracleides. 
Butwhen the uncle who controlled the articles of his 
inheritance learned that he was there, he came and 
argued with his brother, demanding that he turn the 
youth overtohim. Hisanswerin turn was:"Idid not 
induce him to come here, Therefore, neither will 
drive him away. He is of age, Let him choose that 
which is most profitable to him.” 

‘When the youth learned that his ewo uncles 
were quarreling over him, he forsook everything 
and left the island. On reaching the Holy City of 
Jerusalem and worshipping at the holy places of 
Christ our God, he descended to the River Jordan 
and, after praying there, joined his brother at the 
Lavra of Kalamon. When his brother saw that 
George was a mere adolescent and lacked a beard, 
he did noc wish to keep him in the Lavra, according 
to the rule of the Holy Fathers, but led him to the 
monastery of our holy Mother of God, named 
Chozeva. Heraclcides entrusted him to the abbot 
there, and then returned to his own cell. 

‘Theabbot, afterhe had observed George's fervor 
and monastic zeal, ronsured him a monk; shordly 
after, he robed him with the holy schema. ‘Thereaf- 
tet, he summoned an elderly monk who was profi- 


cient in austerity, and who also held the office of 
gardener, and assigned George to assist him. The 
elder was a native of Mesopotamia, and was ex- 
tremely harsh. One day, he sent him to the river to 
bring water. He went, bur returned empty handed. 
‘The water dammed up and his garments were en- 
tangled among the reeds, and he could not draw up 
any water. The elder ordered him to take off his 
garmentand cogied himself with the rasson only, and 
to go and draw warer. Because he was late in 
returning, the elder hid his garment and went di- 
rectly to the refectory. When George returned and 
found neither the elder nor the garment, he went to 
the monastery without cassock. After he knocked 
atthe door, the caretaker opened up. Butseeing him 
naked, he asked him what happened. George ex- 
plained what had occurred. ‘Then, the caretaker 
brought him a garment, and admitted him into the 
monastery. As his superior was returning from che 
‘common meal, he encountered him by the tombs of 
the five holy fathers, who were laid to rest there. He 
looked at George with anger and scorn, and struck 
him in the face saying: “Why were you late?” And at 
‘once, his whole arm shriveled from top to bottom. 
He then fell down before the youth, imploring him 
and saying: “My child, do not expose me or deride 
me; but forgive me, and plead on my behalf before 
the Lord, thar] may be cured.” George replied with 
humility and meckness: “Go father, and bow down 
before the combs of the saints, and they will heal 
you.” Burhe persisted, saying: “Ihave sinned against 
you! Do pray for me!” 

‘Then, George took him by the hand, and 
together they went to the sepulchers of the saints, 
and bowed down; and as they prayed, he was 
immediately healed. Henceforth, the elder became 
meek, conciliatory and prudent. Soon, the entire 
brotherhood learned of this, and everyone was 
overtaken by it and glorified God for this great 
miracle, performed by such a youth and beginner. 
Hewas frightened, though, by the lure of vainglory, 
and left che monastery in secret and returned to his 
brother at the Lavra, with whom he stayed in the 
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famous Old Church. Their way of life at this place 
was as follows: Never did they cook for themselves 
food roasted vera fire, save when they were visited 
by others; and they ordered the doorman of the 
tower to keep the leftover food from one Sunday to 
the next, andall chat che fathers brought to him. By 
these, they sustained themselves. The basin which 
they used for food was never washed, nor was it 
emptied for that marter. It was not the most 
pleasant sight to behold, These things were suffi- 
cienc to them: and they never drank wine. 

‘There was once a farmer from Jericho, dearly 
beloved of the brothers. He, in turn, had an only 
child, an infang; but the child died. ‘The father then 
put the child in a basket. On top, he placed a few 
fruitsofthe field, and after hecovered them with vine 
leaves, he lifted it and went to the Lavra. There, he 
knocked on the door of theircell, Aba George came 
oucandadmitted him. Heentered and bowed before 
the elder, placing the basket in front of them, asking 
them to bless the ruic of his field, and then departed. 
‘The brothers rook the fruits of the basket, and they 
found the dead child. When the Abba Heracleides 
saw this he was shaken, and said to his brother: “Call 
the man back, for temptation hath visited us today! 
From what I see, they came to tempt us sinners!” 
Then George, who at the time was 40 years old, 
bowed before him and said: “Be not distressed or 
angered, Father. Let us beseech the Lord with faith, 
and if He overlooks our sins and resurrects the child, 
the firmer will receive him alive according to his 
faich, and will depart. If His divine grace does notdo 
this, then we shall call the man and tell him that we 
are sinful men and have not obtained such gifts, nor 
have we such boldness before God.” 

The elder was persuaded, and they stood in 
prayer with cears and contrite hearts. The All- 
mighty God, Who loves mankind and Who does 
the will of those who fear Him, heard them, and 
resurrected the child. ‘Then they called the child's 
father and said to him: “Behold, your son lives by 
the mercy of God! Tell no one of this, lestyou bring 
misery and affliction upon us!” Then he picked up 
the child and departed, blessing and glorifying the 
merciful and life-creating God. 

‘Thus, they passed their life in piety and devo- 
tion. Nooneeversaw them quarrel, or in dissent; for 


the elder brother had much respect and meekness, 
and Abba George was obedient and humble, Arage 
seventy or more, the Abba Heracleides ended the 
present life,aman fall ofgoodnessand faith, adorned 
with all che virtues and acclaimed throughout the 
Jordan Valley as a virgin, a man of solitude, devoid 
of possessions, merciful and temperate above all 
others. The diet which we mentioned before he 
followed throughout his life, eating only once every 
two or three days, or even once a week, He attained 
such virtue through such abstinence char, ifthere was 
common meal by the fathers, and they urged him, 
hewent; but ifhe did not mix his own food with that 
which was served, he would not eat. He was always 
falling ill, because he imposed restrictions on him- 
self, He also had the mother of virtues, chat is, 
humility, and this is why he never wished to stand in 
the choir of the holy fathers in church while chant- 
ing, judging himself unworthy to stand among 
them; but he always stood in a corner of the church 
wwearingan old rasson anda mantle overhishead, and 
recited the Psalms from the beginning of the service, 
with many tears and without speaking to anyone at 
all. Nevertheless, the miracles are known everywhere 
that Christ performed through him. After Abba 
Heracleides shone so with a pious and God-pleasing 
life, he finished his days at a goodly old age and was 
buried there in the tombs of the holy fathers, and 
with che choir of the saints he intercedes unceasingly 
with boldness before God on our behalf and for all 
the world, 

Thus, when Abba George was leftalone in the 
cell, he grieved and lamented forhis brother; but he 
continued his austere way of life with stamina, and 
was loved by all. Many times he served the fathers 
with respect and devotion, as he had accepted the 
honor of the diaconate, which he performed with 
fervor and eagerness. He strengthened everyone, 
livurgizing and ministering to them. 

One day, a necessity arose, and St. George had 
tolleave the monastery. When he opened the door, 
hesawalion sitting in the entrance. Butbecause he 
had no feariin his heart, he pushed the beast with his 
foot in order to gain access, so that he could 
continue with his obligation. The lion growled 
slightly and shook its tail, nor wishing to leave. 
Then Abba George pushed him two or three times 
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with his foot, so he could go through the door; but 
because he would nor obey, he said to him: “Well 
then, because you have no obedience, as is said in 
the Holy Seripures, ‘the Lord hath broken che 
teeth of the lions’ (Ps. 57:6). Blessed be the 
Lord!—therefore, open your mouth, and we shall 
see.” The lion then reluctantly opened its mouth, 
allowing him to look insideas he wished. The saint 
pur his hand in the mouth of the beast, and after he 
touched its teeth, he said: “As one touches a stake 
imbedded in a wall, thus are the teeth of a lion!” 
Then the lion rose and departed, and St. George 
himself left and wene about his duties. 

Atthat time the abbot of the monastery reposed, 
and there was great dissension and discord every- 
where, as the monks were divided in two factions as 
they attempted ro select a new abbot. So they began 
tovviolate the rules of the cloister and the customs of 
the fathers. For this the elder grieved and was 
distressed; and he besought God to show him 
whither he should go. Suddenly, he saw two call 
mountains in a vision that were luminous, and the 
one was much taller than the other. Now the one 
who showed him this vision, said to him: “Where do 
you wish to climb and dwell?” And the elder 
requested the aller of the two mountains. Then the 
‘one who appeared to him said, “Ascend therefore to 
the monastery in which you were tonsured a monk, 
and dwell in the cells!” As soon as he reached this 
spot, he besought the abbot at Chazeva co allow him 
tolodge in the cells. Theabbor was named Leontius, 
avery kind man merciful, and a friend of the poor. 
Hehad achieved such vireueby alms-giving thacafter 
his decease one of the elders saw him standing 
immersed in fire before the holy table. 

‘When he saw his student, the elder was most 
glad, and immediately assigned him a cell. So he 
ascended and dwelt in the cells at Chozeva. No one 
knew how he fared or conducted himself in the cell; 
save that he had neither wine, nor oil or bread, and 
no garmentsother thanashorcrasson, which he wore 
in church. He made the rounds ofall the containers 
of refuse and collected rags; and after he had sewn 
them together, he made his garment; from this 
‘material he made his mattress. He also begged the 
kitchen cellarers to keep the leftovers from the com- 
mon meal of the fathers from one Sunday to next, 


including the visitors, whether they were vegetables, 
legumes, or shellfish. Afterwards he took these and 
ground them with a stone mortar and made balls, 
which he dried in the sun, After he soaked them in 
water, he ate of them, once every two or three days, 
if he ate in private. On Saturday evening, the cell 
dwellers had the custom of going to the ccsnobium 
and participating in the services, the Divine Liturgy, 
and the common meal of the fathers at Chozeva. 

After the incursion of the Persians, we climbed 
up to the monastery; and in truth, O reverend 
fathers and brethren, when I and a few monks went 
to the cell and we found the leftover remnants, we 
were astonished at how he ate of them. 

‘When the Persians reached Damascus, a great 
panic occurred in that land. One day, the blessed 
one sat on a rock exposing himself to the sun 
(because he was weak from excessive abstinence), 
He was inflamed by spiritual zeal for the fulfillment 
of the divine will, supplicating God to take pity on 
His people when he heard a voice saying, "Godown 
to Jericho and see the works of the people!" ‘Then 
he arose, and since certain brethren of the 
coenobium were also headed towards Jericho, he 
went with them. When they arrived just before the 
city’s gardens, suddenly the air was filled with a 
great clamor caused by people who fought amongst 
themselves. ‘They clashed with one another and 
ctied outasin battle. Soe lifted up his eyes and saw 
figures of Hindus in theair, who struck one another 
with swords; and the earth shook and trembled 
under their feet. Then the brethren said to the holy 
one, “Come Father, that we may enter the city. 
Why did you stand so long and gaze into the air?” 
And he replied with sadness and tears: “Let us 
depart, brethren and go back. Do you not see and 
feel che earth shaking?” 

Suddenly exiting from the city werearmed men 
on horseback; some were youths and others were 
foot soldiers, holding swords and spears in their 
hands and running about in every direction. Now 
the brethren understood what the elder had said 
about the tremor of the earth, and returned to 
CChozeva with great fear, since he related the vision 
hesaw in the air. After the elder went up to his cell, 
he wept and mourned for the injustice and 
ignorance of the people. 
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The following day, he came our of his cell and 
satona rock under thesun’s raysin order to assuage 
his bodily weakness, and supplicated God, saying: 
“O Master and Lord, Who wills that all be saved 
and come to the knowledge of the eruth, raise Thy 
rod and punish this people, for they walk in iniq- 
uiry.” And suddenly, he beheld a rod of fire in the 
air, which extended from the Holy City to Bostra. 
StGeorge knew that the people would be grievously 
chastised, and hence he wepe and lamented. 

When the Persian onslaught reached and sur- 
rounded the Holy City, the brethren of the 
ceenobium and the hermits departed. Some fled to 
Arabia with the abbor, others entered into the caves, 
or hid in the thickets of reeds; and with them was the 
blessed elder, for the others insisted that he go into 
hiding with them. ‘The Saracens searched the dry 
creek and interrogated the mountaineers concerning 
their property. After they found the elder and many 
other fathers, they transferred them to another creek. 
‘Among them was the elderly Abba Stephen the 
Syrian, who was one hundred years old or more, a 
holy and renowned father, whom they murdered 
there. Theothers were carried away to captivity. The 
holy George, because they saw he was poor, emaci- 
ated, and pious, they revered; rather, they were 
incited by God;and afterwards they gave hima straw 
bag filled with bread and a vessel of water. They 
released him saying: “Go whithersoever you wish to 
save yourself.” 

So he descended to the Jordan by night and 
tartied there until the Persians passed by Jericho, 
flecing into Damascus, having with them captives 
from the Holy City. From there, he entered the Holy 
City, where he remained until he went again to 
Chozeva. He did not go co his cell anymore, but 
stayed in the monastery where he taught the brethren 
daily;and a great numberof miracles were performed 
which are described in his unabridged life. 

Bursince he was a man too and had to go to the 
much desired Lord, he fel ill, which resulted in his 


repose. During the evening on which the blessed 
one reposed, in order to show the confidence with 
which he departed to the Lord, by God's dispensa- 
tion a crowd of strangers arrived at the monastery. 
‘These diverted me to the utmost from my duties 
(says Anthony, the author of this present life and 
disciple of the saint). Now certain brethren who sat 
near the elder ofttimes came up ro me and said, 
“Theelderasks for you, saying, ‘Whereis Anthony? 
Call him to me for I am now about to repose’.” 

Twas distressed by the two of them, as I wished 
to fulfill my duties, so I could go down to the elder. 
But the elder knew through the Spirit and sent a 
message to me. 

“Benorsorry or distressed my child, but complete 
your ministering, and I will waic until you come.” 

‘When the strangers arose from the table, others 
arrived, the time passed until about midnight; yee 
the elder waited. So after [had finished my serving 
and was relieved of the visitors, [went down to him, 
‘When he saw me, he embraced and kissed me, and 
blessed me. ‘Then he turned coward the east and 
said, “Come out, my soul, now in Christ, come 
out!” After he had repeated this three times, he 
surrendered his spirit to the Lord, with whose help 
he had striven and accomplished a life worthy of 
praise and above reproach, Thus, he was translated 
to the Lord, as one would rake a footstep, very 
peacefully and serenely. Icis obvious that he left his 
spiritin the hands of God, as itis written: “But the 
souls of the righteous are in the hand of God, and 
there shall no torment touch them: (Wis Sol 3:1). 
And again: “Honored in the sight of the Lotd is the 
death of His saints” (Ps 115:15). 

‘When I realized that he had delivered up his piri, 
1 fell on his breast, lamenting and weeping over being 
deprived of theholy father. After they buried him with 
psalms, hymns and spiritual songs, they laid him to 
rest in the tombs of theholy fathers, and nowhe abides 
inthe choirsof the saints, and intercedes with them on 
our behalf and forall the world. Amen. 


‘The life of Saint George the Chozevice was written in Greek by his student Anthony about 600 A.D., ora few yeaslater after the destruction 
of Palestine by the Persians. Until recently ic was unknown, until is discovery in a manuscripe ofthe tenth century at the Koesinian Library 
in Paris (No. 303), from which it was published in 1888 by the Bollandists (Analecra Bollandians, Vol, VI). Te was reprinted by Cleopas 
Koekylides, Archdeacon ofthe Patriarchaceof Jerusalem in 1901. Recently, in 1962, twas published by the Chozevites, Abbot Amphilochius 
and the Monk Paul, a the Hagiritc Library of Soterius Schoinas in Volos. Unforuunately, because ofits length, and the size of the present 
‘volume, irwas impossible to print inisentitery, Therefore, we have selected the most important narratives and placed herein a much shorter 
life. regretably having ro omic many of the major miracles and the sublime teaching ofthe saint. 


Translated from Greek by Leo Papadopulos from The Great Synararistes. Marthew Lagges, publisher. Athens. 1978, Vol. 
1. Gch ed., pp. 188-97. Copyright by L. Papadopulas, 1984. Revised by Leo Papadopulos, 2004. All rights reserved. 
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ST. JOHN CHRYSOSTOM ON MARRIAGE 


From Tue Orrxopox Amenica WeestTe 


Accertain wise man, when enumerating which 
blessings are the most important included a wife 
and husband who live in harmony (Sir. 25:1). In 
another place he emphasized this: A friend or a 
companion never meets one amiss, but a wife with 
her husband is better than both (Sir. 40:23). From 
the beginning God in His providence has planned 
this union of man and woman, and has spoken of 
the owo as one: male and female He created chem 
(Gen, 1:27), and there is neither male nor female, 
for you are all one in Christ Jesus (Gal. 3:28). 

‘Thereisno relationship between human beings 
so close as that of husband and wife, if they are 
unitedas they ought to be. When blessed David was 
mourning for Jonathan, who was of one soul with 
him, what comparison did he use to describe the 
loftiness of their love? Your love to me was wonder- 
ful, passing the love of women (II Sam. 1:26). The 
power of this loves truly stronger than any passion; 
other desires may be strong, but this one alone 
never fades, This love (eros) is deeply planted wiehin 
our innermost being. Unnoticed by us, it attracts 
the bodies of men and women to each other, 
because in the beginning woman came forth from 
man, and from man and woman other men and 
women proceed. Can you see now how close this 
union is, and how God providentially created it 
from a single nature? He permitted Adam to marty 
Eve, who was more than sister or daughter; she was 
his own flesh! God caused the entire human race to 
proceed from this one point of origin. He did not, 
on the one hand, fashion woman independently 
from man, otherwise man would chink of her as 
essentially different from himself, Nor did He 
enable woman to bear children without man; if this, 
were the case she would be self-sufficient. Instead, 
juust as the branches of a tree proceed from a single 
trunk, He made the one man Adam to be the origin 
ofall mankind, both male and female, and made it 
impossible for men and women to be self-suffi- 
cient, Later, He forbade men to marry their sisters 
or daughters, so that our love would not be limited 
to members of our families, and withdrawn from 
the rest of the human race. All of this is implied in 


Christ's words: He who made them from the begin- 
ning made them male and female (Matt. 19:4). 

The love of husband and wife is the force thar 
welds society together. Men will take up arms and 
even sacrifice their lives for the sake of this love. St. 
Paul would nor speakso earnestly about this subject 
without serious reason; why else would he say, 
Wives, be subject to your husbands, as to the Lord? 
Because when harmony prevails, the children are 
raised well, the houschold is kept in order, and 
neighbors, friends and relatives praise the result. 
Great benefits, both for families and states, are thus 
produced. When it is otherwise, however, every- 
thing is thrown into confusion and turned upside 
down. When the generals of an army are at peace 
with each other, everything proceeds in an orderly 
fashion, and when they are not, everything is in 
disarray. Ic is the same here. For the sake of har- 
mony, then, he said, Wives, be subject to your 
husbands as to the Lord... 

Let us assume, then, that the husband is to 
occupy the place of the head, and the wife that of 
the body, and listen to what headship means: For 
the husband is the head of the wife, even as Christ 
is the head of the Church: and He is the Savior of 
the Body. Therefore, as the Church is subject unto 
Christ, so let wives be subject to their own husbands 
in everything. Notice that after saying the husband 
is the head of the wife as Christ is the head of the 
Church, heimmediately says thar the Church is His 
Body, and He is Himself its Savior. It is the head 
that upholds che well-being of the body. In his 
other epistles, Paul has already laid the foundations 
of marital love, and has assigned to husband and 
wife cach his proper place: to the husband one of 
leader and provider, and to the wife one of submis- 
sion. Therefore as the Church is subject to Christ 
—and the Church, remember, consists of both 
husbands and wives — so let wives also be subject 
in everything to their husbands, as to God. 

You have heard how important obedience is; 
you have praised and marveled at Paul, how he 
welds our whole life together, as we would expect 
from an admirable and spiritual man. You have 
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done well. Buc now listen to what else he requires 
from you; he has not finished with his example. 
Husbands, he says, love your wives, as Christ loves 
the Church. You have seen the amount of obedi- 
ence necessary; now hear about the amount of love 
necessary. Do you want your wife to be obedient to 
you, as the Church is to Christ? Then be respon- 
sible for the same providential care of her, as Christ 
is for the Church, And even if ie becomes necessary 
for you co give your life for her, yes, and even to 
endure and undergo suffering of any kind, do not 
refuse, Even though you undergo all this, you will 
never have done anything equal to what Christ has 
done. You are sacrificing yourself for someone to 
whom you are already joined, but He offered 
Himself up for one who turned her back on Him 
and hated Him. 

In the same way, then, as He honored her by 
putting at His feet one who curned her back on 
Him, who hated, rejected, and disdained Him, as 
Heaccomplished this not with threats, or violence, 
or ertor, oranything else like thar, bur through His 
untiring love; so also you should behave coward 
your wife, Even if you sce her belittling you, or 
despising and mocking you, still you will be able o 
subject hero yourself, through affection, kindness, 
and your great regard for her. 

There is no influence more powerful chan the 
bond of love, especially for husband and wife. A 
servant can be taught submission through fear; but 
even ke, if provoked too much, will soon seek his 
escape. Buc one’s partner for life, the mother of 
one’s children, the source of one’s every joy, should 
neverbe fettered with fear and threats, buewith love 
and patience. What kind of marriage can there be 
when the wife is aftaid of her husband? What sore 
of satisfaction could a husband himself have, if he 
lives with his wifeas ifshe werea slave, and not with 
a woman by her own free will? Suffer anything for 
hersake, but never disgrace her, for Christ never did 
this with the Church. 

Paul has precisely described for husband and 
wife what is fitting behavior for cach: she should 
reverence him as the head and he should love her as 
his body. Bur how is this behavior achieved? That 
itmust be is clear; now I will tel you how. Iwill be 
achieved if we are detached from money, ifwe strive 


above everything for virtue, if we keep the fear of 
God before our eyes. What Paul says to servants in 
the next chapter applies co us as well, .. knowing 
that whatever good anyone does, he will receive the 
same again from the Lord (Eph. 6:8). Love her not 
so much for her own sake, but for Christ's sake. 
Thats why he says, be subject... as to the Lord. Do 
everything for the Lord's sake, in a spirit of obedi- 
ence to Him. These words should be enough to 
convince us to avoid quarrels and disagreements, 
No husband should believe any accusation he hears 
froma third party about his wife, and vice versa; nor 
should a wife unreasonably monitor her husband’s 
comings and going, provided thar he has always 
shown himself to be above suspicion, And what if 
you devote the day to your work and your friends 
and the evening to your wife and she is still not 
satisfied, bucisjealous for moreof your time? Don't 
be annoyed by her complaints; she loves you, she is 
not behaving absurdly — her complaints come 
from her fervent affection for you, and from fear. 
Yes, she is afraid chat her marriage bed will be 
stolen, tharsomeone will deprive her of her greatest 
blessing, that someone will take from her him who 
is her head. 

A wife should never nag her husband: 'You lazy 
coward, you have no ambition! Look at out relatives 
and neighbors: they have plenty of money. Theit 
wives have far more than I do,’ Let no wife say any 
such thing; sheis her husband's body, and itis not for 
her to dictate to her head, but to submit and obey. 
"Buc why should she endure poverty?’ some will ask. 
If she is poor, let her console herself by thinking of 
those who are much poorer still. Ifshe really loved 
her husband, she would never speak to him like that, 
bur would value having him close to her more than 
all che gold in che world. Furnish your house neatly 
and soberly. the bridegroom shows his wife that he 
takes no pleasure in worldly excess, and will norstand 
for it, their marriage will remain free from the evil 
influences that are so popular these days. Let them 
shun the immodest music and dancing that are 
currently so fashionable. 

Tam aware that many people think me ridicu- 
lous for giving such advice; but if you listen to me, 
you will understand the advantages of a sober 
lifestyle more and more as time goes on. You will 
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no longer laugh at me, but will laugh instead at 
the way people live now, like silly children or 
drunken men. 

What is our duty, then? Remove from your 
lives shameful, immodest, and Satanic music, and 
don't associate wich people who enjoy such profli- 
gate entertainment. When your bride sees your 
manner of life, she will say to herself, "Wonderful! 
What a wise man my husband is! He regards this 
passing life as nothing; he has married me to be a 
good mother for his children and a prudent man- 
ager of his household.” Will this sore of life be 
distasteful for a young bride? Only perhaps for the 
shortest time, and soon she will discover how 
delightful itis to live this way. She will retain her 
modesty if you retain yours. Don't engage in idle 
conversations; it never profits anyone ro talk too 
much. Whenever you give your wife advice, always 
begin by telling her how much you love her. Noth- 
ing will persuade her so well co admie the wisdom 
of your wordsas her assurance that you are speaking 
to her with sincere affection. Tell her that you are 
convinced that money is not important, that only 
thieves thirst for it constantly, that you love her 
‘more than gold; and indeed an intelligent, discreet 
and pious young woman is worth more than all the 
money in the world. Show her that you value her 


company, and prefer being at home to being out. 
Esteem her in the presence of your friends and 
children. 

Pray together at home and go to Church; when 
you come back home, let each ask the other the 
meaning of the readings and the prayers. If you are 
overtaken by poverty, remember Peter and Paul, 
who were more honored than kings or rich men, 
though they spent their lives in hunger and thirst. 
Remind one another that nothing in life is to be 
feared, except offending God. If your marriage islike 
this, your perfection will rival the holiest of monks. 

If we seek the things that are perfect, the 
secondary things will follow. The Lord says, Seek ye 
first the kingdom of God and His righteousness 
and all these things shall be added unto you (Matt. 
6:33). What sort of person do you think the chil- 
dren of such parents will be? What kind of person 
areall the others who associate with them? Will they 
‘not eventually be the recipients of countless bless- 
ings as well? For generally the children acquire the 
character oftheir parents, are formed in the mold of 
parents’ temperament, love the same things 
their parents love, talk in the same fashion, and 
work for the same ends, If we order our lives in this 
way and diligently study the Scriptures, we will find 
lessons to guide us in everything we need! 
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‘After He has cast out the disease of vainglory, and 
not before, He seasonably introduces His discourse 
on voluntary poverty. For nothing so trains men to 
be fond of riches, as fondness for glory. This, for 
instance, is why men devise those herds of slaves, 
and that swarm of eunuchs, and thei horses with 
trappings of gold, and their silver tables, and all the 
rest of it even mote ridiculous; not to satisfy any 
wants, nor to enjoy any pleasure, but that they may 
make show before the multitude. Now before He 
had only said char we must show mercy; but here 
He points ouralso how great mercy we must show, 
when He says: "Lay not up treasure.” For it not 
being possible at the beginning ro introduce all at 
once His discourse on contempt for riches, by 
reason of the tyranny of the passions, He breaks it 
up into small portions, and having set free the 
hearer's mind, instills ic therein so that it will 
become acceptable. Wherefore, you sce, He said 


first: "Blessed are the merciful;" and after this 
“Agree with thine adversary," and after that again 
“Ifanyone will sue thee at law, and take thy coat, 
give him thy cloak also;" but here, that which is 
greater than all these. For there His meaning was, 
you see a lawsuit impending, do this; since to 
want and be freed from strife is better than to 
possess and strive.” Bur here, supposing neither 
adversary nor anyone at law with you, and without 
any mention of any other such party, He teaches 
contempt of riches itself by itself, implying that not 
so much for their sake who receive mercy, as for the 
giver's sake, He makes these laws. So that though 
there be no one injuring us, or dragging us into a 
court of justice, even so we may despise our posses- 
sions, bestowing them on those who are in need. 


St. John Chrysostom 
Commentary on St. Matthew, 5:19 
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OBSTACLES TO PRAYERFUL COMMUNION BETWEEN THE RUSSIAN 
ORTHODOX CHURCH OUTSIDE RUSSIA AND THE MOSCOW PATIRARCHATE 
DOCUMENTS RELATED TO THE SAN FRANCISCO SOOR OF 2006 


Beware that no one hastily dismiss these documents 
as “political” or “partisan”. They address fundamen- 
tal issues of the nature of the Church and her 
ecclesiology, They are, tobesure, chosen —for their 
excellenceand their permanentvalue. Most, perhaps 


all, have appeared on one website are another, but 
these are transient media, which may disappear 
without notice. We urge all faithful Christians to 
take them seriously, and to seriously and prayerfully 
consider their implications for salvation, 


A SUMMARY OF THE DISCUSSIONS BEFORE THE 4TH ALL-ABROAD SOBOR 
BISHOP AGAFANGEL OF TAVRICHESK, ODESSA AND GOD 


The dialogue preceding the Sobor indicated 
that there are no new arguments in favor of the 
unification of the Russian Orthodox Church Our- 
side Russia and the Moscow Patriarchate, com- 
pared t0 the ones from 15 years ago The only 
argument is the glorification of the New Martyrs. 
Bur the MP also glorified among them those who 
denied the MP’s canonicity without in any way 
answering the questions thar these holy men had 
raised. ‘The same thing is being proposed by some 
to be done at the 4th All-Abroad Sobor. Can we 
accept the very method of compromise in our 
church affairs? Tam convinced that we may not. 
is not unanimity, but the very 
ity. Compromise is possible in 
politics, but itis impossible in the Church. [Four 
Sobor were to adopt such compromised decisions, 
this would be apostasy from the essence of Christ's 
Church. The MP has not presented any arguments 
justifying calling itself the Mother Church, apart 
from its sheer numbers, position of wealth and 
protectionism from Stalinist to current Russian 
Federation. authorities. order to move forward 
(chis again is not my opinion), we must return to 
the very beginning of the dialogues, but first ofall 
agree upon the adoption and confirmation of basic 
principles by all sides, on which the unity of the 
Russian Orthodox Church can be built. These prin- 
ciples. which I personally consider to be para- 
mount, and on which to dare we have no unanim- 
ity, are the following: The question of the separa- 
tion of the Russian Church into parts after the 


overthrow of the monarchy, and the coup d'état in 
Russia. The question of the Mother Church vis 
vis these parts. The question of the Sobornost 
(catholicity ~ transl) of the Russian Orthodox 
Church. The question of ecumenism and the need 
for review of this by a sobor. ‘The question of 
sergianism and the nced for review of this by a 
sobor. The question of either part's apostasy from 
Catholicity and God's Truth. The question of 
Unity with other parts as well, even ifthey are small 
in number. Iam certain that while there is no 
ion on these matters, there is no 
hope for moving forward in attempts to unite all 
parts of the Church. The time has not yet come to 
adopta decision other than the one adopted by the 
Hierarchical Council of 2003 and the Pastoral 
Conference which voted down the proposal to 
establish eucharistic communion prior ro achi 
unanimity in the fundamental issues, The course 
which we have embarked on now is the course of 
new schisms. Only after unanimity is achieved on 
all these issues through a dialogue of al the people 
of the Church, can there be a joint Pomestny 
(Local) Sobor of the Russian Orthodox Church 
held, which can restore Church unity. Thatwill be 
the very Sobor which has been awaited up until this 
day by the entire body of the Russian Orthodox 
Church since the death of St. Patriarch Tilhon, 
which will givean objective and clear assessment of 
the period of division within the Russian Orthodox 
Church up to the current time and the activities of 
certain of its hicrarchs during that period. The very 
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avoidance of such a Pomestny Sobor which would 
summarize the entire period in the life of the 
Church in the homeland and in the diaspora is a 
deviation from the hopes of the entire Russian 
Orthodox Church, all the New Martyrs and Con- 
fessors of that period. The result of the Pomestny 
Sobor ofall parts of he Church must mean “Acton 
the reunification of all separated parts of the Rus- 
sian Church” and a sobor-ratified common church 


leadership, but not this compromised Act on the 
union with the so-called “Mother Church” which 
the commissions have proposed. May God help us 
on the path to desired unity in the Russian Ortho- 
dox Church! 


+Bishop Agafangel 
OdessaApril 30ch, 2006 
Source: hrtp://sobor2006 livejournal.com 


ADDRESS TO THE PAN-ABROAD SOBOR 
FROMTHE LESNA HOLY THEOTOKOS CONVENT. 
APRIL 30, 2006 


While the sisers ofthe Lesna Convent (and other 
convents) were not represented at the Sobor, this 
address was read t0 the assembled delegates. 


‘The 4th Pan-Abroad Sobor of ROCOR, called 
together for the purpose of thorough discussion of 
the mission and service of the Russian Orthodox 
Church Abroad in the contemporary world, but 
mainly, to establish normal relations berween the 
churches in Russia and abroad, will be held without 
the participation of the female monastics of our 
Church. Despite the fact that the monastics should 
be represented at the Sobor, and at least 80% of our 
monastics are women, not one of our women’s 
convents will be participating in the work of the 
Sobor. As the secretary of the Pre-Sobor Commis- 
sion states, since women did not participate in che 
All-Russia Church Sobor or at any of the previous 
sobors, the Commission did nor have the right co 
change the accepted protocol of the Local All-Rus- 
sian Church, and there was too little time to “calmly 
examine this issue without any pressure”. The 
participants of the Sobor will include representatives 
from the church choral committee, benevolent 
fands, Russian scouts, but, unforcunately there was 
no time found to “calmly” resolve the issue of the 
participation of representatives of women’s monas- 
ticism. Such a decision is particularly unfair to our 
sisters in the Holy Land, che hottest spot of our 
property disputes with the Moscow Patriarchate. 
Since the time of the Russian cataclysms in the 


beginning of the 20ch century, since the time that 
financial support and the flow of pilgrims from 
Russia ceased, to a great degree, it was thanks to the 
ceascless monastic podvig of our convents in Pales- 
tine that any portion of Russian property was pre- 
served at all, held by our Church and the Moscow 
Patriarchate. Our sisters endured more than anyone 
the suffering caused by Moscow Patriarchate claims 
against our properties, and in this process of recon- 
ciliation and rapprochement, out sisters will prima- 
rily be affected by the decisions and resolutions of the 
forthcoming Sobor; but ie turns out that their opin- 
ionisnoimportantand theit voice will notbe heard. 
Our Lesna Convent also followed an exceptional 
path, and over thecourse of 120 years we experienced 
a unique development of relations with the Moscow 
Patriarchate, but even this experience curned out to 
be unnecessary for the process of clarifying our 
relations with the Church in Russia. Although we 
were able to participate in our diocesan conference 
and on our request two of our delegates visited our 
monastery, yet at the Sobor itself, our convent will 
not be represented. Other convents and monastic 
communities had even less opportunity to express 
their views. According co the mysterious ways of 
God, the Lesna convent is the only monastery/ 
convent in ROCOR with an unbroken history ofits 
existence, since the day it was founded at 
Kholmshina, in Imperial Russia and up until today, 
it continues its podvig in the Normandy town of 
Provemont. Founded with the blessing of the great 


‘strugglers of the Russian Church, the Holy St. John 
of Kronstade and St. Ambrosy of Optina, and under 
the protection of the Holy Royal Passion-bearers. 
By the beginning of WW/1 the convent almost 
immediately found itself in the center of the war 
zone, and the sisters and their protégée orphans 
moved from Petrograd to Nizhny Novgorod, where 
they were caught in the midst of the Russian Revo- 
lution, the Bolshevik coup and the beginning of 
persecutions against the Church, Among our sisters 
there were many confessorsand martyrs forthe faith. 
One fifth of our sisterhood managed to evacuate t0 
Moldavia, and after the end of the war found itself 
outside the Russian Church. Wishing to preserve 
itself asa Russian convent, our sisters were received 
by the Serbian Patriarchate and settled in the Serbian 
convent of Khopovo, where they contributed ro the 
re-establishment of Serbian women's monasticism. 
Over the course of almost 30 years, the Lesna con- 
vent was within the Serbian Church, and only after 
W.W. II, cogether with the remaining Russian pa- 
rishioners, i¢ was handed over to the Moscow Patri- 
archate, The third abbess of our convent, the ever- 
memorable Schema-Abbess Theodora (princess 
Lvova), was appointed Abbess by Patriarch Alexii I, 
who wanted to move the convent to the Soviet 
Union, and he personally petitioned the Council of 
Religious Affairs to this end. On the advice of 
Metropolitan Nikolai (Yarushevich) of the Moscow 
Patriarchate, the Lesna Convent refused ro go and 
was saved from the subsequent Krushchev repres- 
sions and closure. By the intercessions of the Righ- 
teous St. John of Kronstadt and through the efforts 
of Archbishops Nathanael and Anthony ourconvent 
was able to move to France, receive a canonical 
release from the Serbian Church and was accepted 
into ROCOR. Growing into a large community 
‘with 300 sisters and being reduced to a community 
of 14 sisters, having experienced the Tsar's mercies 
and persecution from the state, having been under 
5 dilfferene church jurisdictions and consciously 
making the decision to preserve the Russian Ortho- 
dox tradition of women’s monasticism, our convent 
reacted with great hopeand openness to the changes 
with occurred in the Church in Russia with 
perestroika, Since 1993 we have been receiving 
sisters, novices from Russia, from the catacomb 


Church and fom our parishes, as wel as those who 
left the Moscow Patriarchate, as well as a multitude 
of pilgrims. Experiencing all the upheavals in our 
relations with the Church in Russia, the convent 
found itself in the middle of events connected with 
the change of our Church's course in 2000 and the 
ensuing schism in our Western-European diocese, 
and lived through the internal troubles, having lost 
the majority of our clergy, several nuns and novices 
and the majority of our long-time pilgrims and 
benefactors. And now we face another stage in the 
development of our relations with the Church in 
Russia. What is our attitude toward the establish- 
ment ofecclesiastical, prayer, and most important of 
all eucharistic communion, with the Church in our 
homeland? We, asall fithful children ofour Church 
are witnesses to cnormous positive changes in che 
church life of Russia and we can only rejoice for that: 
they inspire hope for the possibility of establishing 
normal relations, according to the terminology of 
the edict convoking the Pan-Abroad Sobor. Buc, 
returning to the conditions stated by our Church in 
the very beginning of changes in Russia, we cannot 
burexpress our apprehension regarding three points: 
The ecumenical activity ofthe Moscow Patriarchate: 
Everyone knows thar neither the majority of the 
church people in Russia, nor the majority of the 
hierarchs support ecumenism in any way, and they 
understand that this is heresy. But despite the 
wishes of their own church people, and the prom- 
ises to cease participation in the work of the World 
Council of Churches, expressed several times in the 
dialogue process, the Moscow Pattiarchate not only 
continues, butis expanding its participation in this 
movement, which was particularly brightly evi- 
denced recently in Braail at the Assembly of the 
World Council of Churches. Such an obvious 
disdain for che will of their own faithful and che 
position of our Church cannot but instill doubtsin 
the sincerity and good will on the part of the 
Moscow Patriarchate toward our Church. 
Inter-relations between the Church and state. 
Despite the fll of the communist regime and the 
statements made against the declaration of 
Patriarch Sergi, we don’t hear a final condemna- 
tion of his church policy and repentance for serving 
the most bloody and godless regime in the history 
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of mankind. Uneil the Russian Church tells the 
whole truth about sergianism and gives a corre- 
sponding assessment of its sad role in collaborating 
with the godless regime, we will not sense a real 
possibility for all che parts of the Russian Church to 
“love one another and confess with one mind” 
under the omophorion of hierarchy which should 
“tightly divide the word of truth”, in the most 
profound sense of these words. 

Property and administrative issues in the Church 
Abroad's management. Observing the recent at- 
tempts by the Moscow Patriarchate, through every 
truth and falschood, with the aid of the state 
authority, to seize the church property in Nice, we 
cannot but fear for our future in. seeing these 
Patriarchate activists as our future church leader- 
ship. Although this is not a principal issue of 
dogma, it affects our existence and therefore is of 
vital importance to us for we have become 


accustomed to close, trusting and candid relations 
wich our ruling bishopsand other individualsin the 
church leadership. 

We humbly ask you, Vladika Metropolitan 
Laurus, and our bierarchs and participants in the 
Pan-Abroad Sobor, to take our opinion to heart 
and consider our objection to the immediate entry 
into communion with the Moscow Patriarchate. 
We believe thar only through a careful approach to 
the history and traditions of our Church Abroad 
and thorough objective discussion of the proposed 
decisions and positions on the future of our 
Church, will the Lord grant us the “spirit of wisdom 
and reason... piety and zeal”, which will be able to 
“assuage church temprations and divisions... and 
through repentance and the knowledge of the 
truth” guide us so that we can truly “attain to the 
arranging of our Holy Church in a good-pleasing 
manner”. 


REFLECTIONS ON THE MISSION 
OF THE RUSSIAN ORTHODOX CHURCH ABROAD 
BY ARCHIMANDRITE LUKE (HOLY TRINITY MONASTERY, JORDANVILLE NY) 


Address delivered at the IV All-Diaspora Council of the Russian Orthodox: Church Outside Russia, 
May 2006, and published on its website,www.sobor2006.com. 


Thave been given the task of speaking to you 
about the mission of the Russian Orthodox Church 
Abroad. [haveno doubt that many of youare much 
more knowledgeable than Iabout the history of our 
Church, and I similarly doubt that I could produce 
for you historical statements by our bishops abou 
the mission of our Church with which you are not 
familiar. Tam also not here in order to advocate my 
‘own views ot opinions. What I would like ro do 
instead is to provide clear points of reference about 
our Church's self-definition thar will help us in 
addressing the many serious questions that face us 
today. 

Ttakeas my starting poine words spoken abou 
the Russian Church Abroad by the greatsainc of the 
diaspora, in the presence of whose relics we are 
assembled, St. John of Shanghai and San Francisco: 
“Russian emigrants, dispersed through the whole 


world, finding themselves often in difficult circum- 


stances, awair that radiant day when the Homeland 
will be liberated from the power of the godless ones 
who tear to pieces the soul and body of their 
brethren, and when they will be able to unite with 
the latter. The Russian Church Outside of Russia 
bears with itself the heavy cross of banishment. 
Without having altered Orthodoxy in any respect, 
preserving the traditions and customs of the Rus- 
sian Church and her material possessions which are 
located abroad, she cares for her flock according to 
her strength, retains itin Orthodoxy and raises new 
generations in it and spreads Orthodoxy to the 
peoples in whose midst she finds herself."{1] We 
see articulated in Se. John’s words the essentially 
two-fold mission of the Russian Church Abroad: 
first, the conservative guardianship of unaltered 
Orthodoxy and the traditions and customs of Or- 
thodoxy among Russian emigrants; and, second, 
the dynamic spread of Orthodoxy throughout the 
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world; both are accomplished in the context of 
longing for thesuffering homeland, waiting expect- 
antly for its liberation from Communist slavery. 
‘These same points have been repeated again and 
again, in varying contexts and with varying empha- 
ses, from the genesis of the Russian Orthodox 
Church Abroad to this very da 

Each part ofthis mission 
the very title of our jurisdiction: the Russian Ortho- 
dox Church Abroad. I will take this name as the 
organizing principle for my talk. For the sake of 
clatity I will divide my remarks into three parts first 
ig what it means to our mission to be 
second, what it means to our mission be 
Orthodox; and, third, in what way our mission is 
realized “abroad.” Each of these three parts will in 
turn be divided into three sub-sections: frst I will 
look at how each of these attributes has been 
defined historically; then how that historical mis- 
sion is manifest in the present, contemporary real- 
ity of our Chusch life. 


Russia 

Our Church has always, from its very earliest 
days tight up co the present, defined itself as Rus- 
sian, Moreover, it has encouraged ies faithful to 
maintain Russian culture, language, and customs. 
Russian remains the lingua ffienca of our Church, 
and is the language in which nearly all adminisera- 
tiveactivitiesare conducted, as well as servingas the 
primary language of instruction at Holy Trinity 
Seminary. This emphasis should not be taken as an 
expression of worldly nationalism ot ethnic senti- 
mentality, however, but in ccclesial terms as ex- 
pressing our relationship to, and participation in, 
Russian Orthodoxy. Ie may be viewed in terms of 
the guardianship of both Russian culture and the 
internal, spiritual freedom of che Russian Church 
during a time when both traditional Russian cul- 
ture and the Russian Church were under attack in 
Russia, both by brutal external oppression and by 
more subtle, internal propaganda and ideology. 
During a large part of the twentieth century the 
Russian Church Abroad alone actively printed re- 
ligious materials in Russian. Nearly everyone one 
meets who was a practicing Orthodox Christian in 
the Soviet Union before perestroika will point out 


with graticude thac their nearly exclusive source of 
spiritual liceracure was the presses found in the 
emigration. 

The Russian Church Abroad has always ex- 
plained its existence vis-a-vis the plight of Russia 
and of the stare of the persecuted Church in Russia. 
From the very beginning, the Russian Church 
Abroad has looked ar itself as a temporarily self- 
administering part of the one Russian Orthodox 
Church, one whose mission in this regard was to 
minister to all Russian Orthodox faithful who 
found themselves outside theit homeland and to 
speak as the free voice of the Russian Orthodox 
Church in the homeland. During its first years of 
«existence, the bishops abroad commemorated Pa- 
triarch Tikhon and considered their ecclesiastical 
administration to be under his jurisdiction. The 
independence of the Russian bishops abroad dur- 
ing the lifetime of Patriarch Tikhon was necessi- 
tated by practical need, as expressed in Patriarch 
Tikhon's Ukase No, 362, As such, the initial ad- 
ministrative independence of the Russian Church 
Abroad was a practical necessity, not a course of 
self-determination. The Russian Orthodox Abroad 
ceased communion with the Church in Russia only 
upon the ascent of Metropolitan Sergius to the 
control of the Church administration of Moscow. 

From the very beginning the bishops abroad 
looked ahead to che spiricual renewal of Russia, At 
the First All-Diaspora Council, held in Yugoslavia 
in 1921, it was stated, “the renewal will take place 
only under the grace-filled influence of the 
Church."(2] The Council of Bishops in 1927 
spelled our its mission vis-a-vis the Church in 
Russia. In its answer to Metropolitan Sergius’ de- 
mand thar the clergy in the diaspora declare their 
loyalty to the Soviet government, the Council of 
Bishops wrote: “The Church Abroad as always 
preserves its fidelity to che Mother Church of 
Russia and has taken upon itself the elevated, 
difficult, and crucial mission of preserving all the 
foundations, traditions, and grandeur of Russian 
Orthodoxy and the Russian Orthodox Church, 
and to speak openly and freely to the whole world 
in the name of the enslaved Mother Church and the 
Russian people and other peoples in Russia lan- 
guishing in bondage."(3] In 1928 the Council of 
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Bishops criticized the activities and stance of the 
‘Moscow Patriarchate and called upon all Russians 
to overthrow Communism. 

The epistle of the 1933 Council of Bishops 
recognized the unique position in which the Rus- 
sian Church Abroad found itself: “None of usis, of 
course, ready to state thar the order now operative 
abroad for the Russian Church Administration falls 
under the usual norms of Church law. Neither the 
holy canons, nor subsequent ecclesiastical legisla- 
sion were, of course, able to foresee the Great War 
{i.e,, WWI], which shook the entire world pro- 
foundly and everywhere brought chaos into the 
former political relations, and often to ecclesial 
relations as well. An even more grievous catastro- 
phe was brought about in Russia by the Revolution, 
which destroyed almost the entire order of Church 
life, Icwill probably be along time before the latcer 
is able to regain a calm and stable course. Is it 
possible to justify fully, from the point of view of 
the canons and the decisions of the Pan-Russian 
Council of 1917-1918, the organization of ecclesi- 
astical administration, which now exists there, even 
of the Orthodox of the so-called Tikhonite 
Church? Are not justifiable objections being made 
there to the legality of the present Synod sclected by 
Metropolican Sergius at his personal discretion (at 
least as regards its more influential members), and 
is not the canonical authority of the present deputy 
locum tenens of the Patriarchal Throne himself 
subject to doube?”[4] 

OF particular interest in this passage is the 
recognition thar both the ecclesiastical administra- 
tion abroad and in Russia were, in their own ways, 
irregular, both having come into existence as 2 
result of the tragic political events of the early 
decades of the twentieth century. While the eccle- 
siastical administration of Metropolitan Sergius in 
Russia is viewed as suspect, it is not condemned 
outright. 

‘This same epistle expressed the position of the 
Church Abroad in relationship to the Church in 
Russia: “As regards relations toward the Mother 
Church, the Russian ecclesial organization abroad 
has considered itself no more than a branch of the 
latter, bound organically to the whole body of che 
Church of Russia, even though temporarily 


deprived only of outward unity with che latter in 
ecclesiastical administration. The ever-unchanged 
‘commemoration at the divine services of the name, 
first of His Holiness, Patriarch Tilthon, and later of 
his lawful depury, Metropolitan Peter of Krutitsa, 
servesas witness to its unbroken spiritual unity with 
the whole Church of Russia. While relations with 
the late Patriarch Tikhon were still possible, the 
Supreme Ecclesiastical Administration Abroad 
strove in every way to obtain from him, even if 
unofficially, confirmation and approval for its most 
important decisions, always acting in this with 
great caution, The Ecclesiastical Administration 
Abroad considered the cessation of such relations 
with the Head of the Church of Russia after His 
Holiness the Patriarch was deprived of freedom by 
the Bolsheviks as a great loss and even a misfortune 
foritself. Hence, itis apparent that the organs of the 
Ecclesiastical Administration Abroad have in 
nowise striven to appropriate the rights of 
aurocephaly for itself, as Metropolitan Sergius ac- 
cuses us, To the present day the entire Church 
organization abroad has considered and still con- 
siders itselFan extraordinary and temporary institu- 
tion, which must be abolished without delay after 
the restoration of normal social and ecclesiastical 
lifein Russia.”(5] Archbishop Nikon, commenting 
on this epistle in 1946, wrote: “The Russian 
Church Abroad, in the epistle ofits First Hierarch, 
announced that she remains unshakably true to the 
Mother Russian Orthodox Church and will imme- 
diately reunite with her as soon as the Russian 
people are freed from the Godless authorities and 
the Moscow Patriarchate will be free from enslave- 
ment by che Communist government."{6] 

The Second All-Diaspora Council in 1938 
issued a call for support for the suffering Russian 
Orthodox in Russia: “O God! Save Russia! O God, 
preserve and strengthen her suffering sons in the 
power of their own faith and in the patience to carry 
‘Thy witness to the world. © God, gatherall of usin 
the bosom of our common Mother Church in the 
Homeland of Holy Russia. Raiser her up, defend, 
have mercy on and preserve by Thy grace."{7] 
However much the bishops abroad desired full 
unity with the Church in Russia, they were none- 
theless unwilling to enter into communion so long 
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as the Church in Russia was subservient co the 
Communist regime. Responding to Patriarch 
Alexei I’s appeal for unity, the 1947 Council of 
Bishops stared: “The Higher Church Adminisera- 
tion in Russia, in the person of its present head of 
the Russian Church, Patriarch Alexei, has often 
already addressed the Bishops Abroad with the 
ion to place themselves under canonical 
o the Patriarchate. However, acting 
according to our pastoral conscience, we do not 
find i morally possible to comply with this exhor- 
tation while the Higher Church Authority in Rus- 
sia is in an unnatural union with the Godless 
government and while all of the Russian Church is 
deprived of that true freedom which is part of Her 
Divine Nature." [8] Ofparticularintereschereis the 
tacit acknowledgment of the canonical legitimacy 
of the Moscow Patriarchate, inasmuch as Patriarch 
‘Alexei Lis called the “present head of the Russian 
Church.” 

‘The 1959 Council of Bishops reiterated its 
position not to unite with the Moscow Patriarchate 
was free of Communist influence. The 
Council also expressed their unity with Orthodox 
Russia: “We comprise one family with our suffering 
brothers languishing under the yoke of the Godless 
Soviet government...We Russians belong to our 
Russian Orthodox Church that only recencly was 
instructed by St. Seraphim of Sarov and St. John of 
Kronstadt, and now glorified by a host of sufferers 
= our brethren who are like the first Christian 
Martyrs, Let us always strive to preserve our spiri- 
tual unicy with them. Letus not forsake our Church 
and disavow her confessors in the Russian land's 
time of trial."[9] The 1967 Council of Bishops 
similarly stated: “The Russian Orthodox Church 
Abroad... is awaiting chat blessed day when the 
bonds of Communist slavery will fall off the Rus- 
sian people, when in the first capital of Moscow the 
Highest Church Authority together with His Ho- 
liness the Patriarch of All-Russia, the spiritual fa- 
ther of the Russian people, will be restored and we 
will give account of all our actions to His Holiness 
and merge into the Mother Church.”[10] As lateas 
2001 the Council of Bishops recognized thar, al- 
though the time had not yet come for unification, 
the Moscow Patriarchate serves the Orthodox 


people in Russia: “But che question of unification 
‘was not raised, nor is it intended to raise it at the 
present time, As concerns the Moscow Patriarch- 
ate, apart from our relationship with ic, whether we 
wish such a thing or not, its clergy nurture a 
significant part of the Russian Orthodox people; 
and if changes are taking place there for the better, 
wwe cannot but welcome this.”{11] 

In summary, one could say the following about 
the mission of the Russian Orthodox Church 
Abroad concerning its “Russianness”; its historical, 
canonical, and spiricual foundations are insepara- 
bly bound up with Russia and the Church in 
Russia, Its mission could be seen in three aspects: 
preservation, advocacy, and expectation, During 
the long reign of the Soviet Union the Russian 
Church Abroad saw asa large part ofits mission the 
preservation of the great treasure of not only Rus- 
sian Orthodoxy but also Russian culture more 
generally at a time when both were under direct 
attack and seemed in risk of extinction. At the same 
time, the Russian Church Abroad feleitessential to 
speakon behalfoof the persecuted Church of Russa, 
viewing iselfas che free part of the Russian Church 
and the Moscow Patriarchate as the captive part. In 
fact, much of the Russian Church Abroad’s criti- 
cism of the Moscow Patriarchate was directed 
precisely at the latter's silence in regard to the true 
condition of the Russian faithful. Finally, the Rus- 
sian Church Abroad looked forward toa time when 
the Communist regime would fall and che oueward 
unity of the Russian Orthodox Church could be 
realized and expressed. 

Let us now turn to the contemporary reality of 
our Church. If part of our mission has been to 
preserve both Russian Orthodoxy and Russian 
culture, we can say that we have largely preserved 
the liturgical inheritance of the Russian Church 
and, to some degree, Russian language and culture. 
We have likewise resisted the temptation of seeking 
autocephaly or of submitting to another local Or- 
thodox Church, as other parts of the Russian 
Church have done. Butat the same timewe need to 
recognize the enormous diversity that exists within 
our Church. One can find four groups of people 
represented in every parish: older Russians born 
around the time of the Second World War, often in 
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DP camps or otherwise in exile, who have Russian 
as their native language but who have spent most of 
their lives in West; second, the descendants of 
Russian émigrés who have grown up in the West 
and may or may nothavea command of the Russian 
language; third, Russians who voluntarily emi- 
grated to the West from territories of the former 
Soviet Union following its breakup; and, finally, 
non-Russian converts to Orthodoxy and Orthodox 
of other national origin, Ic is imperative that we 
recognize this growing diversity and respond to 
their pastoral needs. This is particularly true when 
it comes to language: a significant number of our 
faithful neither speak Russian nor understand 
Church Slavonic. Few of them consider themselves 
to bein exile or look at Russia as the Fatherland in 
any other than a symbolic sense. There has, of 
course, not been a mass return to Russia following 
the fall of Communism: in fact, the very opposite 
has happened, as Russians have flooded out of 
Russia into the West. 


Orrtiopoxy 

Let us now turn to our second and truly essen- 
tial point, the Russian Orthodox Church Abroad’s 
mission in terms of “Orthodoxy.” Granted, much 
relevant material wasalready touched on in our first 
point concerning the Russian Church Abroad’s 
identity with Russia and the Russian Church, given 
that its expression of Russianness was premised 
upon its identicy as being part of the Russian 
Orthodox Church. Taken alone, chis might seem 
to limit the Church Abroad’s mission. But let us 
recall the second point of the Russian Orthodox 
Church Abroad’s mission, which is “to spread the 
faith established by Out Savior and His Apostles to 
all the lands where Russian Orthodox Christians 
have migrated.” Taken in this sense, of not only 
preserving Orthodoxy among Russians, but of 
spreading it to all around us, our mission is a 
universal and catholic one. 

This has been particularly the case when the 
Russian Church Abroad has defended the purity of 
Orthodox dogma and practice in the face of reno- 
vation, modernism, and ecumenism. The first in- 
stance of the Russian Church Abroad’s upholding 
of the purity of Orthodoxy camein response ro the 


schism of the “Living Church” created by the Soviet 
government in Moscow in 1924, warning all local 
Orthodox Churches not to recognize it as legit 
mate, while simultancously organizing a defense of 
Patriarch Tikhon. In 1931 the Russian Church 
Abroad protested against the calendar reform and 
other innovations. Archbishop Nikon writes: “In 
1931 the Council of Bishops expressed its disap- 
proval of the Patriarchate of Constantinople’s plans 
to convene an Bighth Ecumenical Council, dem- 
onstrating the impossibility of the great Russian 
Church's participation due to its enslavement by 
the Godless government. The Council also con- 
demned the introduction into Church life of the 
New Calendar and other uncannonical reforms 
proposed and partially accepted by some local 
Orthodox Churches favorable towards modernism 
then prevalent."{12] In fact the Church Abroad 
invited 10 Serbia for refuge nearly thirty monks 
exiled from Valaam for refusing to accept the New 
Calendar, The 1932 Council of Bishops anath- 
ematized Freemasonry, while the 1935 Council 
condemned Fr. Sergius Bulgakov's Sophiology. In 
1945 Metropoliran Anastassy wrote the following 
to the “Russian Church in North America": “Our 
Russian Church Abroad must remain a bright 
lighthouse, directing the Orthodox path for theo- 
logical thought and church practice for those who 
seek it. It is precisely for this reason that we must 
zealously strive to preserve that lighthouse in the 
dusk of the approaching troubled days."[13) In 
1962 the Council of Bishops recognized the grow- 
ing number of converts to Orthodoxy: “Therefore 
Orthodox Christians, we eall you to arouse your- 
selves from indifference towards our Orthodox 
Faith, whose beauty more and more non-Orthodox 
value more than the Orthodox themselves and are 
converted to the truth of Orthodoxy. Now Christ 
leads new sheep into His flock.”{14] Particular 
mention should also be made of the Church 
Abroad’s repeated condemnation of ecumenism, 
most notably by Metropolitan Philaret’s three Sor- 
rowful Epistles written between 1969 and 1975 
and by the anathema of ecumenism in 1983. 

A leading voice in proclaiming the Russian 
Church Abroad’s mission in terms of the preser- 
vation of the purity of Orthodoxy, often in 
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contradistinction to other Orthodox Churches, 
was Archbishop Averky. [ offer a few examples of 
such statements. Concerning the many spurious 
statements and actions of local Orthodox 
Churches, Viadyka Averky called upon our Coun- 
cil of Bishops to counter these actions by speaking 
“courageously and fearlessly their powerful and 
influential word in defense of profaned and de- 
graded Truth,"[15] Concerning what he defines as 
the Church Abroad’s particular mission vis-a-vis 
other Orthodox jurisdictions, Archbishop Averky 
states unambiguously: “Concerning our inner mis- 
sion it is also imperative to add chat the image 
present to our flock of our Church Abroad be 
clearly and precisely defined. All faithful children of 
our Church should have a perfect understanding 
why they indeed belong to the Russian Church 
Abroad and not co any other ‘church’ or ‘jurisdic- 
tion.' They should value their membership and 
hold it dear. In this matter there cannot and should 
not be any ambiguity, no compromises or indul- 
gences, no ‘sitting on both sides of the fence.””(16] 
Elsewhere Archbishop Averky speaks of the spiri- 
tual struggle we face: “The path of the Russian 
Orthodox Church Abroad is the path of St. 
Vladimir, the path of knowledge of God, the path 
of a firm stance in Orthodoxy, the path of total 
irreconcilability with demonic evil and a struggle 
against it until complete victory with God's 
help."[17] Finally, speaking about the path of 
Church Abroad, Archbishop Averky writes: “Our 
Russian Church Abroad is dear to us because 
amidst a world that is almost entirely engrossed in 
spiritual darkness, she makes it her mission co 
preserve total independence and freedom from 
Godless and anti-Christian powers.”{18] 

“The Church Abroad, particularly after the Sec- 
ond World War, began increasingly to be viewed 
as,and to define itselFas, a voice of resistance to the 
increasing modernism and ecumenism within 
“world Orthodoxy.” Three resultant consequences 
can be mentioned: first, a growing alienation from 
other local Orthodox Churches and “jurisdic- 
tions”; second, an identification with the Old Cal- 
endar movement, initially in Greece and later in 
Romania and Bulgaria, as well as with Old Calen- 
dar groups in the diaspora; and, finally, an 


increasingly large number of converts, many of 
whom joined the Russian Church Abroad in pref 
erence to other jurisdictions. 

Turning co our contemporary reality, it needs 
ro be admitted ecumenism, the calendar reform, 
and theological and liturgical modernism are real 
and immediate problems facing the Orthodox 
world. Much that Metropolitan Philaretand Arch- 
bishop Averky warned against remains true within 
the larger Orthodox world. The Patriarch of 
Constantinople, for instance, then as now, is an 
active proponent of ecumenism; the Orthodox 
world remains divided by a difference in calendars; 
much that goes under the name of Orthodoxy in 
America is scarcely recognizable as such. While the 
exact manifestation of ecumenism and modernism. 
may have changed and developed over the decades, 
the spirit of apostasy found at their heart has not. 
Are we to believe that the world, as well as many 
Orthodox, has grown less apostate since the times 
of the holy hierarchs Philaret and Averky? 


Aproan 

Finally, we will look at how our fathers in the 
faith have defined the mission of the Russian Or- 
thodox Church Abroad in terms of being “abroad,” 
“in exile,” or “in the diaspora.” It can be rather 
difficult for us today to appreciate the situation 
faced by chose of our predecessors who were torn 
from the Fatherland during the horrific events of 
the ewentieth century, for whom Russia was their 
homeland inallteral, immediate sense. Particularly 
in the first decades following the Revolution it was 
entirely unclear how long che Communist regime 
would remain in power and the hope of returning, 
to Russia was viewed as a reality. Many who had 
been forced to leave Russia continued to nourish 
thehopeofa return toa renewed Russia. The epistle 
of the Council of Bishops of 1953 stated: “We can 
foresee only two outcomes for future events: cither 
our homeland will be restored, which after the 
sufferings borne will become a source of spiritual 
and moral power with which ic can nurture other 
peoplesand countries. Or theend ofhuman history 
will come quickly. Let us therefore work out our 
salvation with fear and trembling, and at the same 
time with hopeia the Lord God. Weshould remain 
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unshakable in che faich and way of life commanded 
by it, not giving in to the temptation to become like 
others. This is the only way we can save ourselves 
and the world.”(19] 

‘This deeply eschatological feeling occasioned 
by the reality of exile is one [would like to dwell on, 
even if briefly. The Lord cast the seeds from Russia 
onto foreign soil that grew into the Church Abroad. 
‘Their first impulse was to gather forces and return 
to Russia in triumph, toppling the beast that had 
taken power, and restoring the old order. 

The reality of exile enhanced our forefather’s 
understanding of thei spiritual calling, forcing them 
to focus their attention on the Gospel, whose mes- 
sageis spiritual and other-worldly, commanding one 
to lay aside one’s temporal preference for 
eternal life. The loss of everything earthly helps one 
to view human history from the poine of view of 
eternity. Our fathers in the faith reflected deeply on 
the meaning of the catastrophe that had caused the 
fall of Orthodox Russia and on the dangers facing 
them in the future. The conditions of exile were in 
fact conducive for spiritual growth in the Kingdom 
of God. Many of our faithful recognized that their 
exilewasan act of Providence and began to formulate 
what was to develop into the mission of the Russian 
Orthodox Church Abroad. The new reality into 
which our fathers were cast involved a knowing, 
radical break with the past. Many of our fathers had 
participated in the spiritual rebirth that had begun 
before the Revolution and which found expression 
in the remarkable achievements of the 1917-1918 
All-Russian Council. The sorrow of exile forced 
these strugglers to reevaluate the historical sins of the 
past and to resolve in the future to base their lives 
entirely on evangelical precepts. The temptations of 
spiritual assimilation ino the wealthy but decadent 
cultures of their countries of refuge were great. The 
Lord, however, clothed them in mourning for what 
had been lose, and allowed them to be purstied by the 
continual memory of the terrible sufferings of those 
lefe behind. Those in mourning are not tempted by 
worldly pleasures and entertainments and are even 
repulsed by them, being inclined instead to reflecton 
the meaning of life in terms of God’s providenceand 
will for chem. And thus began to crystallize in the 
spiritual consciousness of our fathers the apprecia- 


tion that the one thing needful is complete fidelity to 
Orthodoxy is“the face of the vicious assaults of 
apostasy — which found expression in the mission of 
the Russian Orthodox Church Abroad. 

Having lost everything earthly, our fathers 
‘were, perhaps unintentionally, purified by God to 
come to a clearer understanding of the evangelical 
truth that the Kingdom of God, His Church, while 
in this world is not of this world. Our Church 
consistently avoided being infected by the spirit of 
the fallen world, warning against its every manifes- 
tation ~ be it in a worldly erosion of our moral, 
liturgical, or theological life ~ often countering 
these forces with tacit or explicit anathema. Even 
the struggle against Communism, so earnestly con- 
demned on every appropriate occasion, was not so 
much a political struggle against a particular totali- 
‘arian regime asitwasa spiritual struggle against the 
reign of the powers of darkness and apostasy. This 
continual pull upwards, away from this sinful 
world and upwards towards the heavenly realm, has 
in curn attracted many people to the life of our 
Church. Perhaps we have not frequently con- 
sciously acknowledged this otherworldly motive, 
‘caused initially by the reality of exile, behind our 
decisions, resolutions, and self-identity. Upon 
closer reflection, however, this other-worldly pullis 
precisely what has raised us above the ways of this 
world, making us, in the words of the Apostle Peter, 
a chosen generation, a royal priesthood, an holy 
nation, a peculiar people called co shew forth the 
praises of Him Who hath called us out of darkness 
into His marvelous light (I Peter 2:8). 

We are called to be separate from this world. 
We must accept all that contributes to this goal 
while firmly rejecting everything that separates us 
from fidelity to Christ and the mission given by 
Him to our Church. Whatever we do, whatever 
hardship it entails, should be done not for the 
applause of this world or for purely national or 
sentimental aims, but to fulfill God's will for us. 

‘Turning now to the statements of our fathers 
about our mission in exile there is, again, a certain 
amount of overlap with points made earlier. The 
epistle of the Second All-Diaspora Council to the 
Russians in dispersion says this concerning our mis- 
sion: “Russians abroad, frequently unintentionally, 
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become preachers of the Word of God and mission- 
aries of the true faith. Having become acquainted 
with Orthodox divine services and seeing signs and 
miracles occurring around Russian objects of venera- 
tion, many non-Russiansin front of our eyes convert 
to Orthodoxy and preach it among their own 
peoples. Woe to us if we become instruments of 
God's Providence to preach the truth like ancient 
Israel, bur become like them in the end, having 
served towards the salvation of other nations, butwe 
ourselves not turning to the true path, and are cast 
out by God for our sins. Woe to us if, in the events 
around us, we do notsee the hand of God punishing 
us for our sinsand indicating the way tosalvation. Let 
ic not be with us like it was with those from whom 
came the fathers and prophets, butoucofwhom only 
a few will be saved. Let us examine ourselves and see 
how faithful we are to God and how much we are 
zealous in fulfilling His commandments. Russian 
people! Give an account to God for your vows that 
you made 950 years ago in Baptism. Stand, Russia 
‘Abroad, before your baptizer, St. Vladimir the Equal 
to the Apostles. Do you uphold the grace-filled 
Orthodox Faith in all its purity?"(20] Archbishop 
Vitaly (Maximenko), in his address to the sixth 
diocesan council, stated that the main goal of the 
upcoming Bishops’ Council is “to carry our in life 
those means of strengthening an Orthodox con- 
sciousness among Russian Orthodox people in the 
diaspora. The first and natural concern of our Rus- 
sian Church Abroad is to save Russian Orthodox 
people from destructive assimilation into the God- 
less or partially Godless culture surrounding us. In 
this lies the necessity and justification of our 
Church's existence, despite all the wicked attacks of 
Her enemies. We express the hope that the upcom- 
ing Council of Bishops, and together with it the 
gathering of clergy and laymen, will raise the spirits 
of our flock and cause them to unite more closely 
around our Russian Church Abroadand inspireall of 
usin the missionary labor of planting and nurturing. 
in the souls of all Russian people, and especially the 
emerging young generation, the holy testaments of 
our great Enlightener, Vladimir, the Equal to the 
Apostles.”[21] 

Another theme that our fathers frequently raised 
in this regard was the reminder that the political 


freedom in which we find ourselves is both a tremen- 
dous gift from God and a considerable responsibil- 
ity. Archimandrite Constantine writes: “Itis not due 
o any merit of our own but ro God's mercy that we 
are living in freedom. This, however, is a unique 
responsibility placed upon us. Before us lies the 
possibility of serving Christ, depending only on our 
remaining faithful to Him in the Church of His 
Truth, that by God's mercy has been preserved 
beyond the borders of enslaved Russia. Nothing 
more than that is required of us! Insomuch as we do 
not betray Christ we fulfill the special holy mission 
placed on us. That mission consists only in remain- 
ing open and convinced true Orthodox Christians, 
faithful to our true Orthodox Church."[22] Arch- 
bishop Anthony of Geneva and Western Europe 

in similar terms, adding an emphasis on our 


the missions of our Russian Church Abroad, for 
what reason did the Lord with a strong hand and a 
lofty arm... lead this Church out of the borders of 
our homeland into the free world... The Lord leads 
a part of the Church out of the borders of our 
Fatherland, into the free world, and places upon it 
the responsibility and mission to be the voice of the 
persecuted Russian Church... The second mission 
of the Russian Church Abroad is to bring the mes- 
sage of true Christianity to the heterodox world. You 
know that in our time Catholicism and Protestant- 
ism are experiencing a crisis and many, being disap- 
pointed, have entered our Russian Church, having 
found the truth there... We are strong by that 
Righteousness which we preach and thae Truth 
which we carry to the world." [23] 

Turning to the contemporary reality of our 
Church life, we need to recognize the realy that few, 
if any, of our faithful feel themselves in exile in the 
West. As we pointed out carlier, the demographics of 
‘our Church indicate that the majority of our faithful 
‘was either born and raised in the West, whether of 
Russian descent or converts to our Faith, or left 
Russia of their own will. There was no mass return to 
Russia following the fll of Communism, and in fact 
the opposite occurred, and our churches are now 
being filled with Russians who chose to make the 
‘West theirhome. Assuch, we mustadmitthatwe are 
permanently established here in the West, outside 
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Russia. An American, English, or German convert to 
Orthodoxy living in America, England, or Ger- 
many, respectively, is not likely to feel himselfliving 
“abroad,” “in exile,” or in the “diaspora.” 


Cocwusion 

‘We have considered the mission of the Russian 
Orthodox Church Abroad in the terms inherent in 
the title of our Church. We have listened to the 
words of our fathers in Christ, reflected on the 
reality of our contemporary situation. I hope that 


the distinctions I have made and the questions I 
have raised will be helpful in focusing our discus- 
sion of the mission of our precious inheritance, the 
Russian Orthodox Church Abroad. For many years 
we have expended much time and energy on the 
question of the relationship of the Russian Ortho- 
dox Church Abroad ro the Moscow Patriarchate 
and God grant thar we will soon satisfactorily 
resolve this problem, Now it is imperative that we 
decisively concentrate all of our attention on the 
spiricual needs of the flock given to us by God. 
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CONCERNING THE ECUMENICAL ACTIVITY OF THE MOSCOW PATRIARCHATE 


REPORT OF PRIEST VIKTOR DOBROV TO THE IV PAN-ABROAD SOBOR 
OF THE RUSSIAN ORTHODOX CHURCH OUTSIDE RUSSIA MAY 11, 2006 


Apparently, this address was not permitted to be presented in its entirety to the Sobor, 
but a printed copy was delivered to the assembled hierarchs. 


Your Eminence, Vladika Laurus, 

Your Graces, the Presidium, Reverend Fathers, 
Brethren — Sobor Participants and Esteemed 
Guests of the Pan-Abroad Sobor:: 

Just recently, from February 14-23 of this year 
in Porto Alegre, Brazil, che regular 9th ecumenical 
Assembly of the World Council of Churches took 
place. 

‘The Russian Church (Moscow Patriarchate) at 
this Assembly was unusually imposing with more 
than 20 members in its delegation.. 

‘The Summary Document, adopted and rati- 
fied by the participants of this ecumenical Assem- 
bly, and particularly by the Moscow Patriarchate in 
the face of its representatives, is the Document 
PRC 01.1 entitled “The Teaching on the Church: 
Called 0 be a United Church”. 

A careful study of this Document casts doubt on 
the multitude of statements made by the representa~ 
tives of the Moscow Patriarchate, that the objective 
of the continued membership of the Patriarchate in 
the WCC is the uncompromising witnessing to the 
Truth to the heterodox world. Moreover, this 
document evokes doubt in the Orthodoxy of the 
confession of the faith of the Moscow Patriarchate 
itself. The entire adopted Document is heretical 
from beginning co end, but because of the lack of 
time for a thorough examination, we will focus only 
on the most glaring evidence. 

Let us refer to the text of the Document: 

One may call the following assertion in che 
Document a theological breakthrough, yet itis far 
from Orthodox thinking: 

“All who have been baptized into Christ are 
united with Christ in his body”. (III 8) (i.e. in the 
Church of Christ) 

Te is completely unequivocal, simple and com- 
prehensible! Since nowhere in the remainder of the 
Documentisitstated that thisimplics baptism with 
the obligatory participation of the one being 


baptized in the Eucharist which isin the Orthodox 
Church, therefore now there is every basis to con- 
sider the Moscow Patriarchate as already being of 
‘one body with Protestants... 

Our Orthodox consciousness is amazed and 
startled by the ecumenical statement adopted by 
the Moscow Patriarchate, recognizing the grace 
and genuineness of baptisms carried outin heretical 
communities! The Document asset 

“In baptism, the Spirit confers Chri 
upon Christ’s members.” (III 8) 

In order co dispel any doubt regarding the 
validity and grace of baptism carried out in any 
church which isa member of theecumenical WCC, 
the participants of the Assembly state: 

“We affirm that there is one baptism, just as 
there is one body and one Spirit.” (III 9) 

This heretical assertion directly contradicts the 
47ch and 68th Canons of the Holy Apostles, Canon 
8ofthe Laodicean Council and the 1st Canon of St. 
Basil che Great... 

The participants of the Assembly absolutely 
unequivocally decided the question of precisely 
how one must interpret the concept of catholicity 
contained in the Nicean Symbol of Faith. In the 


‘sholiness 


ty of the Church expresses the 
fullness, integrity and totality of its life in Chrise 
through the Holy Spirit in all times and places. 
This mystery is expressed in each community of 
baptized believers in which the apostolic faich is 
confessed and lived, che gospel is proclaimed, and 
the sacraments are celebrated. Each church is the 
Church catholic and not simply a part of it. Each 
church is the Church catholic, bur not the whole of 
ic.” (16) 

In this manner the Document refutes the Or- 
thodox Dogma on the One Holy, Catholic and 
‘Apostolic Churcht... 


The authors of the Document assert that the 
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catholicity of all of these so called “catholic 
churches”, must manifest itself in the following 
fashion: 

“Bach church fulfills its catholicity when itis in 
communion with the other churches. We affirm 
that the catholicity of che Church is expressed most 
visibly in sharing holy communion and in a mutu- 
ally recognized and reconciled ministry.” (II 6) 

Consequenely, we may assert with confidence, 
that the MP is already in catholic unity with the 
Protestants, and that the eucharistic interaction 
and mutual recognition of the hierarchies are the 
«rue goal of the cooperation of the Orthodox with 
heretics. After achicving this goal in the future, this 
unity will become more evident and then, finally, 
the myth of thesupposed diplomaticecumenism of 
the MP will be dispelled. 

According to Bulgarian Telegraph Agency 
heep://www.dveribg.nec/concent/view!1697/74/ 
the main contender for the pacriarchal throne, the 
representative of the fraternal Bulgarian new calen- 
dar church, Metropolitan Dometian of Vidinsk, 
could nor refrain from making a starement on this 
matter right during the Assembly. He stated on 
bichalf of the Orthodox: 

“When we all stare taking communion to- 
gether, chen immediately all other theological ob- 
stacles will fall by the wayside!” 

Insummarizing the general impression gleaned 
from this Document from an Orthodox point of 
View, one can only draw one conclusion; this 
Document cannot even be called a compromise. It 
constitutes a serious dogmatic failure... 

Ifthe actions of the MP at the 9th Ecumenical 
Assembly are not condemned in a most decisive 
manner, thena significant recoil, fnota total about 
face in the battle against ccumenism will occur, in 
comparison even with the Jubilee Sobor 2000. 

For the MP delegation at the WCC Assembly 
in Porto Alegre, by adopting this ecclesiological 
document, confirmed the very teaching which was 
condemned at the Sobor 2000, as the teaching on 
“an invisible church”. 

In “The Basic Principles in the Attitude of the 
Russian Orthodox Church toward the Heterodox” 
adopted at the Jubilee Sobor of the MP, we read: 

“The Orthodox Church cannot accept the 


thesis that, despite historical separations, the prin- 
ciple inherent unity of Christians was seemingly 
not violated and the Church must be viewed as 
coinciding with the entire “Christian world”; that 
Christian unity seemingly exists at a higher level 
than denominational barriers and that the division 
of the Churches belongs exclusively to the imper- 
fect level of human relations. According to this 
concept the Church remains one, but this oneness 
does not manifest itself sufficiencly in visible forms. 
Within such a model of oneness, the goal of Chris- 
tians is understood not as restoring lost oneness, 
but as the revealing of the oneness which inalien- 
ably exists. Within this model, the teaching on “an 
invisible church” which emerged in the Reforma- 
tion is repeated.” (P.2.4) 

In the text of the anathema on the heresy of 
ecumenism, adopted by the Synod of Bishops of 
ROCOR in 1983, we read: 

“To those who attack the Church of Christand 
teach that She has splic into branches, or differ in 
their teaching and life, asserting that the Church is 
le, but must come together from branches, 
isms and heterodoxy into one body; and those 
who do not differentiate the erue sacraments and 
mysteries of the Church from heretical ones, but 
teach that baptism and the cuchatist of heretics is 
salvific, and those who enter into communion with 
these heretics or enable chem or defend the new 
heresy of ecumenism, imagining brotherly love and 
the union of separated Christians: Anathema.” 

In the text of the Determination of the Synod 
of Bishops of ROCOR from October 13/26, 1953, 
we read: “Membership in ROC MP, WCC, CEC 
and other ecumenical organizations is absolutely 
impermissible.” 

Thus, che MP representatives in Porto Alegre 
adopted and ratified on behalf of the ROC MP 
documents known to be heretical on “an invisible” 
church, which places them under the Church 
Abroad Anathema of 1983. Likewise they adopted 
and ratified documents contradicting even the MP 
Jubilee Sobor 2000, and also fell under the anath- 
ema of 1983 for not distinguishing the mysteries of 
the Church from those of the heretics and for 
recognizing the baptism of heretics. 

‘Therefore now, given the level of developmentin 
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our mutual relations, to pose the question of our 
‘entering into eucharistic or prayer union with the MP 
could prove untimely and even detrimental in the 
matterof theunification of the Russian Local Church. 

New principles in the method of decision- 
making within the World Council of Churches 
have come into effect. 

According to the information on the MP 
internet website: 

heep://www.patriarchia.ru/db/texe/ 
84013.heml 

At the 9th General Assembly of the World 
Council of Churches held in Brazil, new principles 
in the method of decision-making within this orga- 
nization were developed by the Central Committee 
ofthe WCC, were ratified and have ultimately been 
pur into force. 

Fromnow on the majority of decisions made by 
the various organs of the WCC are adopted not by 
a majority of participants’ vores, but through a 
consensus procedure, considering the positions of 
all Church-members. This will obligatorily affect 
issues which deal with dogma and ethics. 

Document PRCO1.1, created on the request of 
the CC WCC in 2002 by the Commission of the 
WCC on The Faith and Law and Order: The first 
version of this Document was written at the ecu- 
menical meeting in Cyprus in March, 2004, and 
later expanded at the second meeting in Cyprus in 
May, 2005 (2004? ~ transl). The Document was 
adopted in that form ar the plenary session of the 
CC WCC in February 2005 under the name “For 
action Document No. PRC 01.1” and since then 
has undergone no changes; I offer it for examina- 
tion. This Document was reviewed at the meeting 
of the Commission on The Faith and Law and 
Order, WCC in Crete on June 2005 and was left 
unaltered. 

‘The following Document, which is being of- 
fered for your examination, is the Document “Para 
analise Documento No. PRCO1.1, which was of- 


fered for review to the participants of the 9th 
Assembly in Porto Alegre. This Document 
“Adopted Document No. PRC 01.1 Rev” was 
adopted and ratified without alteration by the 
participants of the 9th Assembly of the WCC, 
particularly by the Moscow Patriarchate in the face 
of its representatives. 

‘The three WCC documents offered for your 
‘examination are: “For action Document No.. PRC 
01.1", “Para analise Documento No PRC 01.1” and 
“Adopted Document No PRC 01.1 Rev’. They 
demonstrate thar this heretical document endured 
“the test of time” within the WCC, was studied and 
discussed by the WCC members, particularly by the 
MP representatives, and in the final stage was 
adopted and ratified by the entire Assembly. 

“Therefore, the MP representatives in the WCC 
can not claim that the heretical Document PRC 
01.1 was adopted without their knowledge, con- 
sent of approval. 

Where is the World Council of Churches 
headed? 

This question is answered for us by the repre- 
sentative of the Moscow Patriarchate. In the video- 
taped speech by Metropolitan Kirill of Smolensk at 
the Assembly in Canberra in 1991, renowned 
throughout Russia and the entire world, he stated: 

“The World Council of Churches is the cradle 
of the future one church... - our common home, 
and we carry a special responsibility for its fate.” 

Conclusion: 

Itisimperative to direct the work of our concil- 
iatory commission in such a way as to force the 
Moscow Patriarchate to come to a conciliar con- 
demnation of the documents adopted at the 9th 
WCC Assembly in Porto Alegre, and afterwards to 
demand that the MP officially withdraw from the 
WCC in accordance with the Determination of the 
Synod of Bishops of the ROCOR, as an essential 
condition for normalizing our mutual relations 
with them. 
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REFLECTIONS OF A LAY DELEGATE, SOBOR 2006 


‘Suppeacoy Jonn Quatts, Diocese or New York AND EasTERN AMERICA 


The moderator denied public presentation of there remearks, but they were delivered in writing 0 the auembled bierarch 


Your eminence, most reverend archpastors, rever- 
end fathers, brothers in Christ: 

Tam deeply humbled to be in the august 
presence of the great spiritual fathers of the Russian 
Church. Ice with a heavy heart the passion, even 
enmity, generated by our discussions. I too, thank 
Vladyka Amvrosie for his admonition yesterday 
that we are gathered together not justin a meeting, 
butina Church council and we should all be fearful 
of God's judgment for our behavior. Yesterday, I 
was told one of our venerable archpriests, whose 
name I do not even know, was openly weeping at 
the prospect of intercommunion with the Moscow 
Patriarchate. Being fully cognizant of my own 
unworthiness, my heart felt heavy at the thought 
that my own personal feelings on this issue of 
eucharistic communion with the MP might be at 
odds with many of the fathers and friends here 
present whom I have known for some thirty years. 
I very much wanted to pass this cup of publicly 
statinga position, so that [ might novalienate those 
whom I Jove and respect, with whom I disagree on 
these issues. But I realized my higher duty is to the 
dliocese which sent meand thus I stand before you. 

T would like to address my remarks now to 
Viadkya Mark. Viadika, over twenty yearsago I was 
stationed in Wiesbaden, chen the Federal Republic 
of Germany. I attended services regularly at Se. 
Elizabeth's church; my oldest daughter was bap- 
tized at this church and you served liturgy there at 
least ewice in the three-year period I wasa parishio- 
ner. I would like to recount a conversation once 
had with the tector of this parish, the mitered 
protopriest Michael Artzimovich (memory eter- 
nll). At this point in my life I was young and 
foolish and in my naiveté I did not understand the 
reasons for divisions in the Orthodox church. Iwas 
telling him of the prohibition I had received from 
my spiritual fathers in Jordanville against receiving 
communion from the OCA (US Army) chaplain 
stationed in Frankfurt. Fr. Michael told me at that 
time that the diocese of Germany is unlike those in 


America — that “we are all Orthodox, and in 
Europe such divisions do not exist.” 

‘Thatis the point I would like ro make, Vladyka 
Mark. Each dioceses differentand its composition 
and needs are unlike the others. Ido not know 
much of the German diocese, nor do I know of the 
Diocese of Chicago and Detroit, nor of the diocese 
of San Francisco and Western America. I do 
however know many clergy and laity in the Eastern 
American diocese, and I can state unequivocally 
thata great many in our diocese are troubled by the 
failure of che Moscow Patriarchate to renounce the 
declaration of 1927, and by its continued participa- 
tion in the World Council of Churches. Iam not 
a theologian and freely admit my own foolishness, 
despice these twenty years which have passed. But 
many in our diocese rel me that the more reams of 
paper are used to explain away the declaration of 
1927, che more it looks as though we are trying to 
hide something. And they also say that despite 
declarations and statements and talking points and 
position papers, participation in the WCC con- 
fuses the faithful as co where one can truly find the 
body of Christ. 

Many in our diocese feel chis (proposed) decla- 
ration of intercommunion with the MPis premature 
until these nwo concerns are addressed more fully in 
a bishops’ sobor. -Vladyka Mark, I lived in your 
diocese for over three years and am deeply aware of 
your great asceticism and prayerful life. Task you to 
understand chese concerns of many in our diocese. 

Beloved archpastors, itis not for the master to 
share his thoughts with his servant. Vladyka 
Gabriel has never oncespoken to me ofhis thoughts 
on these issues. Butifhe docs indeed tell you these 
issues greatly alarm the flock of the Eastern diocese 
of America, then I ask you to give all due consider- 
ation to his concerns, 

T ask the indulgence and forgiveness of any 
whom I have offended by my remarks, and I 
especially ask your forgiveness Vladyka Mark, if my 
comments have in some way provoked you. 


a 


EPISTLE OF THESOBOR OF BISHOPS 
OF THE RUSSIAN ORTHODOX CHURCH OUTSIDE RUSSIA 
MAY 19, 2006 


‘The Council of Bishops, having gathered in the 
house of St Tikhon of Zadonsk under the protec- 
tion of the Directress of the Russian Diaspora, the 
Kursk-Root Icon of the Mother of God, in the city 
of San Francisco, greets its flock preserved by God, 
scattered over the face of the earth, with the bright 
Paschal words: “Christ is Risen!” 

Basing our decision upon the support of the IV 
All-Diaspora Council and expressing its unani- 
mous desire, we have taken certain positive steps 
towards achieving the desired ecclesiastical peace 
within our Local Russian Orthodox Church, With 
God's help, general agreement has been reached on 
the step-by-step development of canonical and 
Eucharistic communion between the sundered 
parts of the one Russian Church. The Commission 
on talks with the corresponding Commission of the 
Russian Orthodox Church of the Moscow Patri- 
archate has been given specific tasks for immediate 
consideration at the next joint session to resolve 
remaining questions, 

Hope in the God-pleasing healing of forced 
separation makes possible for us the inspiring op- 
portunity for edifying effort in one spirit on the 
harvest fields of Cheise. Ics difficult ro measureand 
assess how much time and energy has been wasted 
on confrontation on both sides in those decades of 
division during the godless regime, which tried to 
destroy, butwas unable to overcome the Church of 
Christ in che much-suffering land of Russia. 

The people of the Church and of the entire 
Orthodox society which are being released must focus 
on the courageous battle against sin, which has struck 
a blow against human society more profoundly than 
ever before, not even sparing Christian families. 

‘The opposition cowards each other of Russian 
people of one faith after the fall of the Sovier- 
atheistic totalitarianism has already wrought much 
damage, especially in the area of educating children 
and teenagers. It is impossible to reconcile our- 
selves anymore to the fact that we Russian Ortho- 
dox people were, if not participants, at least indif- 
ferent onlookers of the rending of the seamless 


garment of Christ in the internecine strife between 
brothers in Christ of one faith and of one blood. 

Ichas become especially clear to us that we were 
witnesses of the visible influence of the Holy Spirit 
upon the members of the IV All-Diaspora Council, 
which revealed to us that unity in Truth and love is 
the will of God, and all human endeavors must 
submic to it. 

We do not intend to idealize the situation; 
without a doubs, there are problems in both parts 
of the Russian Church which demand correction. 

Lec us then heed Christ, Who said to us: “And 
why beholdest chou the mote thatis in thy brother's 
eye, bur considerest nor the beam that is in thine 

: |, and act in accordance 
n of the Apostle [Paul]: “Bear ye 
one another's burdens, and so fulfill the law of 
Christ” (Galatians 6:2). 

We, the bishops of the Russian Orthodox 
Church Outside of Russia, are not simply attempt 
ing to capture and take into consideration the 
mood of our flock, in order to maneuver upon the 
waves of ever-changing majority opinion, but must 
more than anything else seek the will of God in 
prayerful concentration, and in the spirit and not 
the lerter of the Gospel, of the Holy Fathers and of 
the Church Canons. 

‘This influence is what we are striving to impart 
to you, our dear pastors and laity, so that we may 
walk together upon the earth, bearing the cross of 
obedience to Christ (Luke 9:23; Marthew 10:38). 

A pastoral approach dictates that we proceed 
prudently upon the path of reconciliation with the 
Russian Orthodox Church of the Moscow Patri- 
archate, so as not co “break a bruised reed” (Mat- 
thew 12:20); yet prudence by no means signifies a 
reversal of direction or a setting aside of the God- 
pleasing task of reconciliation. No deadlines estab- 
lished or prescribed by anyone dictate our actions. 
We intend to achieve the unity of the Russian 
Church without delay, upon the satisfactory and 
mutually-acceprable resolution of remaining 
problems. They are well known and clearly 
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outlined. We have no intention of putting forth 
new pretensions. 

The canonical, and consequent Eucharistic, 
unity of the Russian Church Abroad and the Rus- 
sian Orthodox Church of the Moscow Patriarchate 
is absolutely essential asthe sole means of bringing 
about the convocation of a Local Council of the 
Russian Orthodox Church with the participation 
of all its parts, which was spoken of by our prede- 
cessors, the spiritual leaders of the Russian 
Diaspora. ‘The path towards such a Council is a 
path of unity, and not of polemic, “For ye are yet 
carnal: for whereas thereis among you envying, and 
strife, and divisions, are ye not carnal, and walk as 
men?” (1 Corinthians 3:3). 

And so, we turn co our dear flock with the 
prayerful call to set aside quarrels and differences, 
and to join together for the salvific task of reestab- 
lishing the unity of the Russian Church. 

As King Solomon said: “Hatred stirreth up 
strifes: but love covereth all sins” (Proverbs 10:12). 

‘The Word of God teaches us thar the times are 
changing: “To every thing there is a season, and a 
time to every purpose under the heaven” 
(Ecclesiastes 3:1). 


‘There was a time for resistance; now the time 
has come for reconciliation. 

‘The world which lies in sin requires testimony 
to our unity, to the fact that we who are in the 
diaspora and our brothers and sisters in our rena- 
scent Homeland are truly “Of one body, and one 
Spirit... one Lord, one faith, one baptism; one God 
and Father ofall, who is above all, and through all, 
and in you all” (Ephesians 4:4-6). 

‘And we archpastors appeal to you, our flock. 
beloved of God, imploring you, in the words of the 
Apostle, “that ye walk worthy of the vocation 
wherewith ye are called, with all lowliness and 
meckness, with long-suffering, forbearing one an- 
other in love, endeavoring to keep the unity of the 
Spiric in the bond of peace” (Ephesians 4:1-3). 


Christ is Risent 

+ Laurus, Metropolitan of Eastern America 
and New York, First Hicrarch of the Russian 
Orthodox Church Outside of Russia 


And the other bishops present at the Sobor 


APOST-CONCILIAR LETTER SUMMARIZING THE SOBOR 
Bishop AGAPANGEL oF OpEssa AND ZAPOROZHSK 


May 24, 2006 


By thewill of God, the IV Pan-Abroad Sobor of 
the Russian Orthodox Church Abroad was held in 
aspirie of unanimity of spirit and conciliarity. On 
the question of unification with the Moscow Patri- 
archate, virtually everyone who spoke out said that 
such a unification was desirable; however in our 
Church there are differing opinions of when and 
under what conditions such a unification could 
occur. 

Almost unanimously (with only a few abstain- 
ing and contrary votes) the Resolution of the IV 
Pan-Abroad Sobor was adopted, in which it is 
stated that such a unification is possible in the 
furure after resolving differences on matters of 
principle among us (ecumenism is mentioned), 
and such a unification can only become final after 


a Pomestny Sobor of the entire Russian church is 
held with the participation of clergy and laity. 

According to some witnesses, the purport of 
this document was inspired by St. John 
Maximovich, on whose relics the initial version of 
the draft Resolution lay while a moleben was 
served. For me personally, the invisible presence 
and influence of St. John on the course of the Sobor 
were evident. 

Such is the God-inspired decision of the IV 
Pan-Abroad Sobor. 

‘The Hicrarchical Sobor which was held after- 
wards confirmed this decision of the Pan-Abroad 
Sobor. The primary discussion at the Hierarchical 
Sobor arose concerning the Act on Canonical Com- 
munion/Relations—a totally confidential document 


developed by the rapprochement commissions, the 
discussion of which was not even planned to be held 
by ROCOR hierarchs, and the announcement of 
which was initially nor intended at the Pan-Abroad 
Sobor. In view of its dubjousness, any mention of 
this Ace was consciously excluded from both the 
Resolution of the IV Pan-Abroad Sobor and from 
the Epistle of the Hierarchical Sobor. 

At the Hierarchical Sobor, I voiced a separare 
opinion about the Act, as follows: 

“T consider the very emergence of the Act on 
Canonical Communion/Relations and especially 
discussion of to be premature, since differences of 
principled nature berween our sides have notbeen 
resolved ~ the issues of ecumenism and sergianism. 

“Furthermore, we recognize thar pursuant to the 
Resolution of the Pomeseny Sobor of 1918, supreme 
authority in the Church belongs to the Pomestny 
Sobor with the participation of the hierarchs, clergy 
and laity. Only such a Sobor is authorized to elect 
due church leadership for the inter-sobor period. 
This Sobor was anticipated and is currently antici- 
pated by the fullness of the Russian Church since the 
death of Patriarch Tikhon, and since such a Sobor 
hhas not been convened, we have no right ro arbi- 
trarily establish Supreme Church Leadership, nor 
can we unilaterally determine canonical status. Prior 
to the convening of a Pomestny Sobor, we can only 
temporarily mutually recognize the canonicity ofthe 
existence of various parts of the Church with their 
existing church leadership, given the condition that 
to thisday thereisan absence ofa legitimately elected 
Supreme Church Authority. 

“The Act, withoutany grounds, places one part 
ofthe Church over another and actually effects the 
supremacy of one part of the ROC as the Supreme 
Church Leadership (through commemoration of 
the First Hierarch of one part by the other, receiv- 
ing Holy Chrism, confirmation of elected Hiet- 
archs, etc), which is uneanonical. 

“Only by attaining unanimity on the issues of 
ecumenism and sergianism, and the mutual rec- 
ognition of the supremacy within the ROC of the 
forthcoming Pomestny Sobor, can we establish 
eucharistic relations, without creating, naturally, 
a. common supreme leadership. 


“In view of the aforementioned, I consider it 
imperative to set aside examination of the said Act, 
as portending a threat to the very existence of 
ROCOR. until a principled agreement is reached 
on all issues dividing us” (text drawn from the 
rough draft of che document). 

This is an individual opinion attached to the 
Protocols of the Hierarchical Sobor. 

The document was supported also by Their 
Graces Daniel and Gabriel. There was no vore held 
‘onadopting the Actat the Sobor; therefore, I don't 
quite understand the origin of the assertion that the 
Act ‘was adopted in principle and ratified.’ Also 
contrary to reality is the announcement that ‘the 
final ratification of the text of the Act, just as the 
details of the ceremony of its official signing, are 
delegated to the Synod of Bishops’. The question 
of the ‘final ratification of the Act by the Synod of 
Bishops’ wasindeed raised (withoutany mention of 
‘details of the ceremony of its official signing’ — 1 
first read this wording on the internet), but because 
of the differences of opinion iewas staside without 
a final decision by the Sobor. There was no vote 
held on it either. Therefore the text of the an- 
nouncement about the completion of the Hierar- 
chical Council of ROCOR on May 19, 2006 
posted on the official website of our Synod evokes 
bewilderment, to say the least — for apart from the 
aforementioned, iin essence contradicts the Reso- 
lution adopted and ratified by the IV Pan-Abroad 
Sobor. 

I believe that some time is needed in order to 
comprehend everything that occurred at the Pan- 
Abroad and Hierarchical Sobors; and henceforth, 
until there is a complete and final clarification of 
the conciliar opinion, there must be a refraining 
from any categorical statements which contradict 
the spirit and letter of both Sobors of our Church. 
For now one may say definitively that the con- 
cluded Sobors did not adopt any “revolutionary” 
changes in the life of ROCOR, and we continie to 
live the church life in the manner in which we 
always did. The only question can be what direc- 
tion (in relations with the Moscow Patriarchate) is 
thereby applied to this church life. 

Glory to Our God! 
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